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QUESTION PRESENTED FOR REVIEW: 
PAO 
Appeal frem Judge Curtin's decision page 3, 


“rhe constitutional challenge to Art, o # 20 is 


insubstantial, *Thcre is ne federal right te run 


fer er held state elective ef fice,” 


“Burther, the eection is net constitutionally offensive 


because it dees aot invelve 4 restriction upsa 


access te the wailet, There 48 Ro uppert for the 
argument that there Le é Mi } t to 
wete for a persen not ad 2 
judicial candidate,” 
" e00e%8 09° scoPlaintifié reouesc fof 
injunctive relief with regasd to Section 7 axe 
denied, The constitution * im i nzubstantial,” 
“The plaintiff claims that section is une 
Censtitutionsl because it ‘allows Judges te fil 
their neminating petitioas } Li recognized 


political parties, while neomlawyers are Limi tec 


enly te ene party, ‘Net every Limitation er 


incidental byrdes em the exercise v2 veting rights 


is subject to a strigent tnaadard ef review.” 


“section 137 dees not contsin an afiensive ach 


discrininating against eme clase pf persens.e. 


“Plaintiff’?s motian for soe aces preliminary 


injunctive relief ace heresy denied,” 
Te review these facte aleo, is State of New York 
defaulted vy its failuce to subalt timely saswer or 
meve against petitioners complaint? That defendant 


united states of America, has not suomitted any 


denist ef any ef the allegations anc are in oefault, 


te 
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That defendant United States of America, failure te mate 
any denial ef any er all of the allegation set ferth in 
the complaint, this Ceurt should grant the Summary 
Judgment, That defendant State ef New Yerk, failure te 
submit an answer er move against the complaint in the 
time allewed by the court is sufficient grounds te grant 


Summary Judgment , 
The court held ia Harper v, Kleindienst 302 F, Supp 742 


(1973), “The Veting Rights Act, requicses the United 
States Atterney General te perform an independent quasi- 
judicial functien which be caunet relingvish, The United 
States Atterney Generali, has net aade an investigation 


has net filed a denial, ner meved against the complaint, 


STATEMENT OF THE CASE; 


le That Defendant State of New Yerk 
defaulted and did net answer an tiwc, That on April 


19, 1974, Petitioner filed Metion fe 
April 22, 1974, Defendant applied for Bnlargement of 


time te asnwer er to move against the complaint, the Court 


extended New York States time to anawer or to move 
agaiast Petitioners cenuplaint to May 15, 

ant New Yerk State, failed te answer of te meve against 
Petiteners cemplaint in the time granted by the Court, 


26 That Defendant United States of 
America, has net answered er moved against Petitioners 


complaint, 
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36 Tnaat article # 7 of the Appeal- 


Index, list New Yerk State’s Metien te dismiss, 


That article # 9, list Ne Ye Se 


That article # 12, list plaintiff 
Metien in eppesitien te Defendant N, Y, S,*s Metien, 
6. That this lawsuit was eriginally filed 
in the Unitec States District Court fer the Yistrict ef 


Celumbia, en Metien by United *tates of America, the 


Court transferred this case ts WesternDistrct Court fer 
New Yerk tate, 
y That this lawsuit wes filed under 


previsiens ef the Veting Rights Act of 1905, 42 USC 
Section 1981, 1983, 1982, and 1985, 42 USC 2000a et seq., 


Article III Section I,Article IV, Constitutien ef 
United States, | Amendments Jv, ' Vv, y, Vi, , Vil, » XIV, XV, 
XXII, and XXIV ef United States ‘Censtitutien, the 1964 
Civil Rights Act, 28 USC 1343, 28 USC Sectien 2201, _ 
Title 26 USC 170, 26 USC 611-613 and 301,7623 of 


——— a 


United States Treasury Department Rule, 


8, This action is Breught by plaintiff en 
his ewn behalf and cencerns the Right te Vete and Held 
Office, equal empleyment opportunity, Bqual pretectien ef 
the laws, freedom frem discrimination in the distributien 
ef public moneys and quasi-public meneys, the right te 
vete and te held a pesitien in the Judicial Branch ef 
Government, the right te cellect wages earned, and 


varieus ether issues related therete, 
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9. That Article 6, Sectien 20 ef the 
Censtitutien ef the State ef New Yerk, i inm-censtitute 


‘ena) for it vieletes Acticle Ill Sectiaa I, of 
United States Censtitutien, it vielates the Equal 


pretectien Clause ef the 14th Amendment te United ~tates 
Censtitutien and the Dus Precess Sectien ef the Sth 
Kmendment te United States Constitution, as well as the 


ToT Voting “ights Act, Article III Sectien I, ef 


ene 


United states Censtitutien list the enly quelificatiens 
te be a Judge “Geed BehavierS Article 6 Sectien 20 ef 


New Yerk State Censtitutien, vielates the XXIV Amend, 
Section I, ef United States Censtitutien, for its 


establishes a Pell Tax, See Exhibit “A", 


10, That the State ef New Yerk taken 
away my rights guaranteed by the Federal Censtitutien 


te held effice and te vete in my Judicial Branch oef 
Gevernment, witheut Due Precess ef the law, 


11, Jews and educatienal eppertunities 
have net been equal and are net presently equal, Blacts 
are the last hired and hired en lew paying jevs, and 
the first eut ef werk, 


33% Article 6 Sectien 20, of the New Yerk 
State Censtitutien, requires frem a persen that lives in 
the City te graduate frem a recegnized University, pass 


the Bar Bxaminatien, be admitted te the Bar, practice 


law fer 5 years befere being clgivle te sit en the lewer 
Courts ef my Judicial Branch ef Gevernment, and te 
practice law 10 years befere being elgible te sit en 
the higher ceurts ef the State, This law discriminates 


6 


against Minerities, and als: discriminates against 
Petitioner because Petitiener lives in the City instead 
ef a tewn er village, People whe live in tewns er 
vi'‘ages, can sit en their Judicial Branch ef Gevernment 
and need net te be a lawyer, Petitiener being Poer and 
Bleck, this law discriminates against the werst and 


this law established the mest cerrupt judicial system 
that can be found anywhere, 

Pelitical parties have the respensibility te neminate 
their candidate. Lawyers sre required te pay te the 


party $10,000 te $30,000 fer a Judgeship appeintment 


er neminatien, In many cases this money is paid by 


heedium clients they represent, These judges en the bench 
have a werking agreement te ge seft en them er their 
friends if they get inte vreuble, This is the reasen 


that a well knewn heedlum never gees te jail fer a 
wicieus crime, This judicial tie in te the underwerld 
is the reesen crime has increased, These heediuns have 
increased their tield ef eperatien, children seen 
learn that their parents has centrel in the Ceurts and 
nething will happen te them, The children erganize 
gangs te assault, ceb and murder, fer they anew they 
will ge free if caught, 

13, That Article 6 Sectien 20 ef the 


New Yerk tate Censtitutien, establishes Bducational 


discrimination, Sheuld I ebtain a Decters Degree in 
Medicine er Bducatien, I still weuld net be elgible te 
sit en my Judicial Branch ef Gevernment, because I did 


net have a law degree, The State ef New York requires 


persens living in Cities te have a law degree, be 
admitted te preetice law fer 5 year befere being elgible 
te sit en yeur judicial branch ef gevernaent, stili 

the S${. 4. ner the Pederal Gevernment prevides ne 


State er Federal Grant te ebtain such educatien, 


13, Since the Pederel Censtitutien is 
silent regarding ecucational qualificatien fer public 
effice, States are barred frem adding educational 
sequirementea, States sheuld be required te teach 


law te students commencing {rem the First Grade, 

The Defendants Gevernments have ever the pase years dene 
everything pessible te keep the public ignerant en exist- 
laws, Laws are passed, the public never receives 


infermatien abeut a law us..ess they vielate a law, 
Buffale, is lecated in Brie County, there is ene law 


library , that has space available fer abeut 50 peeple, 
when there is ever millien peeple in the Ceunty, 
Petitiener has requested varieus Federal agencies te 
give funds te establish law librarys in areas where 
there is a demand fer the law, United States 


Gevernment, ©. BE. 0, and H, B, W,, beth refused, 


14, The enly qualificatiens feund in 
Wnited States Censtitutien te held any elective affice 


is Age, Citizenship fer the Judicial Branch is 


"“Geed Behavieur,” 
The United States Supreme Court held in the case 


Williams vs, Rhedes 393 U. S,. 23 (1968). 


aa 


8. 


“Clearly, the Fifteenth and Nineteenth 
Amendments were intended te bar the Federal 
Gevernment and the States from deying the 
right te vete en greunds ef race and sex in 
presidential elections, And the Twenty <- 
Feurth Amendment clearly and literally bars 
any State from impesing # POLL TAX en the 
right te wete ‘fer electors fer President 

er Vice President* 

Osvieusly we mist reject the netien that 

Art. 11 # I, gives the States pewer te impese 
burdens en the right te vete, where such 
burdens are expressly prehibited in ether 
censtitutienal previsiens, We therefere held 


aee eee ean 

“Invidieus distinctiens cannet be enacted without 

a vielatien ef the Bqual Protection Clause, eae 

ese In the present situatien the State laws 

place wurdens en twe different, altheugh over- 

lapping, kinds of rights-the right af 

individuals te asseciate fer the savancemenr 

ef pelitical belief, and the right of 

quasiriea veters regardless of their pelitical 

persuasion, te cast their vete effectively, 

Beth ef these rights ef ceurse, rank ameng eur 

mest precious freedoms, We wave repeatedly held 

that freedem ef asseciatien is pretected by the 

Firat Amendment, And ef course this freedem 

pretecfee agaust federal encreachnmenr wy che 

First Amendment is entitled unde: The 

Peurteenth Amendment te the same pretectien 

frem infringement by the States, Similarly 

we have said with reference te the right te 

vete: *Ne right is mere precious in a free 

ceuntry than that of having a veice in the 

electien of these whe make the laws under 

Which goed citizens, we must live, Other rights, 

even the mest basic, are Tilusery fe the 


right te vete is undermined,” 


a 
That Article 6 Sectien 20 ef New Yerk State 


Censtitutien deprives Petitiener equal veting rights 


and equal qualifications te held public effice, 
That the State ef \ew Yerk and United States Gevernment 


berces Plaintiff te pay taxes which part ef these funds 
gees te maintdin the Judicial Branch ef Government, 
while the same time depriving Plaintiff the cight 

te be a candidate and held effice in the Judicial 


wranch ef Gevernment, unless Petitiener: 
(a). Attend a cecegnize University fer 
7 years, tuitien in many Universities 
is mere than $5,000 per year, 
paying a tetal of $35,000, which is 
illegal Pell Tax, to Vete and held 
effice, 


(>). Pass the 3 day Bar Axaminatien fest, 
U.S, Pederal Ceurt has struck dewn 
many laws dealing with the right te 

vete never have they hed te deal with 
a State tew that required 3 days ef 
testing te qualify te vete, 


(cde Article 6 Sectien 20 ef New Yerk 
State Censtitution, established 
wealth discrimination, Parents with 
wealth can afferd te send their children 
te geed Universities, Parents with 
wealth has influence te make sure 
their children pass the Bar Examination, 
This law discriminates against peer 
peeple, 


The right te vete is a fundamental right preservative 
ef ether basic rights, Reynelds ws, Sigs 377 U.S, 533, 


ee ee 


$62, (1964), A state statute that cestricts the 


exercise ef such a fundamental right is invalid under 
the Bqual Protection Clause, unless it can be shewn 


that the burden impesed is necessary te premete a 


compelling state intrest, RBulleck vs, Cartes 


405 U.S, 134, 


1 Y 
Dougi3s ‘src’e: in Lupin v Leonard Panish 42 L.W. 
4435 March 1974, 


elearl 


purchase of a transcript 


fendants since there ‘can 
trial a man gets depends 


we found tnat the 
between rich and 
+o decide an indizent's 
had been appointed to argue 
we found 


t recently 
the prison term of an 
ssed fine, since the a 


Equal Protection 


1S 


Tate v. Short, 
not, defined 
have been struck 
In Roddie 
tne poor 
Due Process; 
oo rest 


on equal protection. And it was 


Protection Clause the eas relied on 

Normet 495 U, >,73 (1972 in finding that Oreg 

SE Es it For dipealing forcible entry and 
detainer actions discriminated against the poor "For them 
as a practical matter, appeal is foreclosed, no matter now 
meritorious their cas> may be. 


crutinized wealth dis scriminat 
wi of area: In Shapiro v Thompson 
oe (1969 we found that deterring indigents frommigrating 
ae was ni a constitutionally permissible State 
auiaek ive, Closer tc the case before us here was Turner Vs. 


Fouche 396 U. 3, 346,? 364 (1970), in which the Court 


il 


found that could not constitutionally require 
ownership of id as € qualification for membership on the 
Board of Education, See Kramer vs. Union Free School Dist. 
395 U. 5, 621 (1969); cipriano vs Houma 
In Harper vs.Board of Election, Supra, we Tor 
poll tax violative of equal protection because of the burden 
it placed on the poor's exercise of the franchise. And in 
Bulloch v. Carter 405 Uy, Ss, 124 (1972) we invalidated a Texas 
filing fee system virtually indistinguisable from tha» 
present here. 
What we do today thus involves no new principle, nor any novel 
application, "Aman * s property status,without more, cannot be 
used by a state to test, qualify, or limit his rights as a citizen 
of the United States. Edward v. CAlifornia 314 y. 5s. 160,184 
(1941) (Justice Jackson, concuring). Voting is clearly a 
fundamental right. Herper vs. Rirginia Bd of Elections, supra, 
¢ 2. But the 

empty if the State could arbitrarily 
deny the right to stand for election, California does not 
satisfy the Equal Pro*ection Clause when it allows the poor 
to vote but effective_y prevents them from voting for oneof 
their own economic cliss. Such an election would be a sham, 
and we have held that the State must show a compelling intrest 
Williams 

1968). The poor may be treated no 

differently. 


The Court held in Reynolds vs. Sims 377 U. S. 533,562 (1964), 


The right to vote is + fundamental right preservative of other 
basis rights. 

"A state statute that res ‘ts the exercise of such a 
fundamental right is invalid under the Equal Protection 
Clause, unless it be shown that the burden, imposed is 
necessary to promote 1 compelling state intrest. Dunn, Supra; 


Bullock v. Carter, 405 U, 
6" aaa 
The Court held in Fduzational fF y Leag v. Tate 472 F, 2d 
612 (1973) (3) Under Yourteenth Amendment, all persons, colored or 
white stand equal bef>re laws of States and Amendment contains 
necessary implication; of positive immnity, or right, most 
valuable toe colored suce,of exemption from legal discrimination 

83; U. S.C. A. Const. Amend. 14, 


That the ceurt held in Kusper, Vs. Pentixes, 42 L, W. 


Se Re RE EO ED 


4003 (1973): 


“There can ne lenger be any doubt that freedem to 
asseciate with ethers fer the cemnen advancemsnt 


ef pelitical beliefs and ideas is a ferm ef 
ferderly greup «-tiviaty® pretected by the Pirst 


and Feurteenth Amcmiments, NAACP v, Butten 371 
US, LEPLEOR Bates vy. Little Reck, 61 U.S, Slo, 


5 22-523; NAACP v. Alabama 357 US, 449 450-401, 


The right te rac iate with the pelitical oarty s 
ene*s cneic> 43 an integral part ef thin basi< 
censtitutienal freedem, Wilitam ve Rhedes 393 
U;S. 23,30, United States ¥. Rebel 389 U.S. <‘ 

Te ve sure, aduwinistcatien ef the electaral pre ea: 
is a matter that the Cenititution largely cate. °° 
te the States, But, in exercising their power 

eof supervision ever elections and an seter. 
qualificataens fer veters, the States ray 

infringe upen basic cenntitutiena) protectte: 

Dunn ¥, Blumste1in 405 Usd, 330, Kramer vy Unten 


= oe 


Schoel Distr: t, 395 U.$, 621; Carcingtan v. Fe 


A om ere ou en ee ee “—- 


380 U.S. 89. As the Court made clear am Wil’ ums 


e 


v, Rhedes, susra, unduly cestgictive 9°: 
electien laws may se smpinge upen fre.u.a ef 
asseciatien as te run areul ef the Piret and 


Seuctecath Amendments 393 U.$. at .0° 
LI ES AI ES SE A EET IO A 


That the ceurt held in Lubin vy, Pauish Regiatcas 
Recerder, County ef Les Angeles 42 1, Wy 3455 (197): 


*Histericaliy, since the Pregressive mevement e’ 
the early 20th Century, there has been a steacy 
trend teward limiting the site ef the well * in 
*eraer te cencentrate the attention ef th 
electerate en the selection ef « much smalie: 
numeer ef efficials and se afferd te th: vet°rs 
the eppertunity ef exerciaing mere disccir.n.tien 
in their use ef the franchise,® ... ear a aine 
In sharp centrast te this fear ef an unduly 
lengthy ballet is an increastaog pressure fa: 
wreader access te the wallet, Thus, while 
progressive theught in the first half ef ¢ 
ef the century was ceancernued with reatci« ’ 


13 
valiet te achiewe weting rationality, recent decades 
Breught an enlarged demand fer an expansion ef pelitical 


eppertunity. The Twenty-fifth Amendment, the Twenty< 
sixth Amendment, and th- Voting Rights Act ae 19$3 
42 USC, 1973 (1970), reflect this shift in empegsas, 


There has alse been a gradual enlaccement ef the Peur- 
teenth Amendment’s equal pretectiem previsienas in the 
area ef veting rights: 

“It has been established in recent years that the 

Equal Pretectien Clause cenfers the substantive t te 


participate en an equal basis with ‘ether qualified veters 


whenever rex the State has adopted an 9 electral _precess fer 


determining whe will pepseease “any segment of i 


State*s population, See Rk lds v. Sies 377 U.S, 


San Antenie Scheel District vs Rodriguez 411 a 1 
(1973), 


Green v, McElrey 360 U, S, at 492, “The right te 
hela $p-cific private empleywent and te fellew a 


chesen prefessien free frem unreasonable vermaental 
interference cemes within the Liberty and Property 


cencepts ef the Fifth Amendment,” 


United States v, Manning 215 F, Su 272 (1963) 
715) “States have the ree stone te fix 
the qualifications ef veters, te reguiste the 
registratien ef veters, and te cenduct electiens, 
but state laws and administrstien ef state lew are 
subject te federal censtitutienal standards estab- 


lished in the Feurteenth and Fifteenth Amendment, 
U.S.C.A. Const, art, I # 4: U.S.C.A, Const, Amends, 
pestle stom tan tn ct cc ROSA A RE De, eit Tt octane the. BB content 


10, 14,15," 


(18) “The Feurteenth and Fifteenth Amendments are 

EN NT 
enferceable by apprepriste legisiatien and are 
net limited te elections fer federal effice , 
U.S.C.A Censt,. Amends, 14, i5,° 


(19) “ The Fifteenth Amendment deals net ently vith 


denial ef the cight te vete wt alee with the 
registratien ef veters, US,C.A4, Const, Amend, 15.” 
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(25)" A suit under the Civil Rights Act ef 1960 
is a centreversy bvetw 

the named defendants and net between individuals 
whe have been denied their veting rights and the 
defendants, 42 U,S.C.A 1971 (cc), 


The Court held in Yil We v, Hopkins 118 U.S, 356,370, 
nl 


“at the reet ef the present centreversy is the 
right te vete a “fundamental pelitical right” 
that is “Preservative ef all rights” The right ef 
expressien and assembly may be illusery if the 
te vete is undermined,” 


The Ceurt held in Buckingham v, State ex rel, 35 A.2d 


903,"The Legislature has ne pewer te add te the 
Censtitutiensal qualifications ef veters.” 


The ceurt hela in Palagis v, Regan 126 P2d 818, 
"Statute which impese additienal qualificatien er 
desqualifications te these impesed by censtitutienal 
previsiens relating te the right te vete and held 
effice are veid,” 


The Ceurt held in ecgunn v,_ Jeffersen County Fiscal 
Ceurt 171 $, W. e 
— a nnn 

“Censtitutienal previsiens previding ter “Free” 


and equal electien is vielated when the same 
eppertunity fer veting is net given te all persens 


entitled te the ballet, er when the right ef 
franchise is restrained by Civil er Military 
Autherity, All regulations ef election franchise 
must be reasonable, unifercm and impartial,” 


That the State ef New Yerk allews, the City ef Buffale, 
Ceunty ef Brie. and the entire Statéts deprive defemant 
a trial in the District er Neighverheed, because they 
autherize the electien ef 
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at Large as we.la as the County, for two reasons to 
the Black voti:.g strength which results in no Blacks 
other than one of the White desire to designate, 
to make sure the ruling whites keep a dominate 
hand over the Blacks -o jail any Black who dares to demand his 


equel rights, by making sure that Petitioner or any other 


Black man cannot obta‘n a fair and impartial trial in the 
District where “he crime was committed. 


Zimmer v, McKeithen 42 L, W, 2171 (CA-5) En-Bane 9/12/73 
Reversing 41 L, W, 2099, "At-large elections in county, with 
history of racial discrimination, in which Blacks constitutes 
obly 46 Percent of re;istered voters, though they comprise 59 
percent of total popu-ation, unconstitutionally dilutes black 
voting strength." 


To further give the riling whites assurance of control Article # 6 
Section 137 of the New York State Election Law, allows lawyers 
seeking a Judicial po;ition on the ballot to file their nominating 
petitions in all recomized political parties, while non-lawyers 
can ohly file their nominating petitions in the political party 
they are a member of, the Court held in United Ossing Party vs. 
Haydux 357 f. Supp 96° (1972) 

"Voting Act provisions that if State covered by Act enacts any 
prerequisite to voting, or standard, practice or procedure with 
respect to voting iifferent from that in force on November l, 
1968, such law is ‘noperative, as potentially discrihinatory, 
intil it has been :pproved as required by such provision mst 

be given broadest »xossible scope +o reach any state enantment 
which alters election law of 4 covered stage in even a minor 
way. Voting Right; éct of 1965, 5 as amend 42 U,.S.C.A 1973." 


The common law has ben abandoned many years, however to punish 

anyone that does not :o along with the power structure. The 

State of New York allows the City of Buffalo to pass Ordinances) 
s charged with an offense or crime the right 


1 
to deprive defendant 


to a jury trial. 


Tne Stabe of New York with the knowledge of United States 
Department of Justice, because [I submitted an affidavit to 

the Justice Department complaining of Defendants State of 

New York election provzedure and how they used the laws in these 
cases to get their enitmies and to limit Freedom of Speech. 

The city of Buffalo Fousing Ordinance, gives the Court the 


defendant o a hui zy that cost. $500,900 to ‘ear 
$159,009 to fi ), they will Summons to the Housing 
urt on 3 criminal f fix-up their property 
vi ix income doe not have the 
t be told they are guilty 
frequently sentence tiem to 30 to 
“ne defendants to tear. down their 
‘ity goes upon private préperty and gives 
contracting friends, that kicks back 
nder the table for the contract 
demolite the bduilding 
order the defendant to go to 
of tearing down the building. 
civil. The city 
a civil bill. Petitioner would 
inder provision of the 5th Amendment 
Amémdment to United States 
ison 42 L, W. 2091 ( Sup ct.) 


3 6/5/73, “Sixth Amendment 
irawn from judicial district 


{n which crime was committed." 


78. See Duncan vs. 
cover the vicinage 


Defendant approved th actions of the City of Burfalo, by 
continual supplying Stabe and Federal funds to the City. The 
City passed City Ordinance Chapter XII Section 19. 


RIGHT TO ENTER BUILDING 

THE COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC WORK OR THE 
DIRECTOR OF BUILDINGS OR ANY EMPLOWEE OF THE 
CITY DULY AUTHORIZED BY EITHER OF THEM MAY 
ENTER ANY FREMISES IN THE CITY OF BUFFALO FOR 
THE PURPOSr OF EXAMING ITS CONDITION. 


I have been very vocel against corruption in City Government, I 
want to cite a case, bus before I do I want to say, if a person 
fails to pgy the ; or Electric Bill the utilities company 
ean cut off their services, In the City of Buffalo, water bill 
is a tax and a lien on the property. The City must have a 
Court Order to cut off water, however the City of Buffalo 
een upon private property without any Court Order and cuts off 
the water for non-payment, and frequently they break of the 
cut off stem which is in the property owners yard, then the City 
will dispatch the heelth inspector, to the property owners home 
give him a summons to appear in Court, and will be fined for 


- 
not fixings the cut cff value that the City broke. This 
must be dug up and the job will cost between $400. and 350 


17 


Additional reasen that preliminary injunctive relief 

and Summary Judgment should be granted, Te keep 

centre] ef the Judicial "ranch ef Gevernment in the 
hands ef a select few, and te further the censpiracy 

te deprive Petitiener his Civil Rights aud Bqual 
pretectien ef the law and te use the law te punish any- 
ene that disagrees with the pewer structure, 

Judges are elected at Large-with ne resident requirement, 
Petitioner charged with a crime cannet ebtain a trial 

in the District er vicinage, 

The Court held ; Rice v, Sims, S.C, 3 Hill 5.7 
"Vicinage,” within the rule the jury is te come frem the 
vicinage, means district,” 

The ceurt held in : Bx Parte McNeele 14 S, B, 436, 

36 Va, 84, 90, 32 AM St, Rep, 831, 15 LR 226 

“The werd *vicinage® is defined as meaning neighberheed 
er vicinity, and dees net scan County,” 


The Ceurt held in Baxter Ye Commonwealth, 166 S, Ww, 2d 


24,28, 292 Ky, 204, 


“The rule at cemmen law that a jury must ceme frem the 
*vicinage® was develeped and adhered te se that an 
accused ceuld be tried in his ewn neighberheed te allew 
him the advantage sf his geed character and standing 

in his vicinage te be tried by the jurers whe knew hin,” 


The City ef Buffale has 9 Ceuncilman Districts, A 
Councilman is elected in each District, that the 
Ceuncilmar must live in his District, the Ceunty 

has 20 Legisletive District, each Legislater must live 
in his District, All Judges are elected at large with 
me resident requirements in the City and Ceunty, 

The Court held in Reese v, Dallas 43 L.w, 2285 (CA~5) en 
Banc 12/30/74; 

“County system that prevides fer electien ef all feur ef 
its County Cembissioners at large, but that requires ene 
Ceamissiener te reside in each ef Four unequally pepulated 
District, vielates Peurteenth Amendment,“ 
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The Ceurt in Davas Vv, Themas County 389 BP, 24 93 (1967) 


AE. Oe ee eee 


“Upheld atelarge election plan with 4 distcict secidency 
requirement. .an” 


See Heller, supra, 1.25, at 31-33,93: We 


’ 


TO. EE RP EI ag Oe 


the Histery of the Federal Judiciary Ac* ef 172 ° Has. 
L, Rev, 49, 105 (1923), Technically, vicinage, mean 
neighberheed, and “vicinage of the jury, meant jury of 
ef the neighberhoed er in medieval fingland, Jury ef the 
County, 


Demestic Relatiens Court af City of New lech he.d 
In Re Cotten 30 N,Y.S 2d 42] 


2 NEE CT OS 


(4) “A persen charged with an effense wnat de trie’ with? 
the limits af the lecal where the sfferce ‘ras 
in the ceunty, berough, city or state, se thet « may 


we tried by his peers within the boundaries where ¢.. 
effense was coamitted.” 

The Court held in Gordo> v, Justice Calif, 

43 be, 2089 (3/14/74) 


We do net abolish the existin 


use ef neon-atterney judges in all matte: ithin 
justice ceurt jurisdictisn, Such judges may continuc t 
function, in civil cases, and in crisinal cas 

inv@iving potential jail sentences, sreoves, 


criminal cases where a jail sentcace may be 
neneatterney judge may act se leng as °° endan 
ceunsel waives the due pracess right te 
preceedings presided over Wy an atcurmey judy 


The City ef Buffale Ordinasce AII Section 19, t.- 
estates, Directer Budlding er the Cewmissieser et 


Public Werk, may authorize any city employee to ent: 
my hewec witheut a warrant or my persission is illegal, 
the ceurt held in (U, S, Supreme Court) Camerva Vv, 
Municipal Court 387 U.S, 523 and See v, Seattle 387 


U. S 541, “That City and Health Inspectors must heve 
ceerch warrants te enter hemes and buildings,” 


urner v Fouche 396 U, S, 346 (1970), Jones 
VS. Mayer Co. 392 U. 3. 409 (1968). 


’ That in 1971, 14,9 Tax Exempt Foundation exempt 
(3) of the I, R. C., were contacted by Petitioner 

asking that I be employed as a Director or Trustee, fund: 
to invest in minority business, during 1972 and 1973, 6,122 
additional foundations or Trust were contacted asking for 
employment as Director or Trustee and funds for investment in 
minority business, 1 was rejected by 99% for the sole 
reason that I was Bleck I found that 95% of the foundations 
hes never had a Black employee in its history, while 454 
didn't distribute their income from their investments as 
required by law, 70% were controlled by the famidy or 
corporation that doneted the funds. 90% of the foundations 
have never given a grant to a Black organization, I found 

ly 16 foundations that has invested in minority businesses. 
I furtner found less than 1% of foundations annual funds 
donate@ goes to Blacks. 
United States Internel Revenue Service, Secretary of U 


Treasury and Presidert Richard M. Nixon, were so noti 


+ 


Led 
that United States I, R. S, were giving Tax Exemption Status 
to foundations and Trust who were practicing racial 
discrimination. I firther asked that these foundations Tax 
Exemption be revoked or punished, collecting taxes from them 
since they were discriminating, they would not be éntitled 
to a Tax Exemption status while they were violating Federal 
law, and I be paid 10% of the amount collected as authorized 
by 301.7623 of U. S, Treasury Department Rules. The Internal 
Revenue Service, subritted me the Reward Forms, for me to 
Sign far payment of *he 10% reward. There is more then $ 
Billion in foundatiors and trust hands. If United States 
Government nad enforced the law, it would have collected from 


ia 


foundations discrimireting and other penalties over $30 
Billion. Petitioners reward or wages would been over $3 
Billion. My survey further indicated 95% of the foundations 
gave mbliions of dol’ars to Hospitals. jee Eastern 

Kentucky Welfare Rights Organization vs. Shultz 42 L, w, 
2%1.13/20/73. 

" Internal Revenue “service Rev. Rul. 692 69-545, allowing 
private nonprofit hospitals to qualify as ‘charitable’ 
institutions without requiring them to provide service 
free or at reduce rate to indigents, represents sweeping 
poMcy change th:.t 1s inconsistent with Congressional 
intent and is therefore, invalid.” 


The Tax Reform Act requires 100% penalty for illegal grants. 

3977 and 1.503, 3078 :¢ the Tax Reform Act, Denial Exemption 

for prohibited transe*tions, members of the famiay 3078.92 (5) 

Section 191 of the Ac. requires 100% penalty. 

See Gonzales vs, Fair‘ax Brewster, Inc 42 L, W, 2077, 7/27/73, 

" Private schools policy of refusing to admit blacks solely 

because of their race violates Vivil Rights Act of 1966, 
42 u, 3. C, 198., since it denies blacks same right to 
"to make and eiforce contracts *## as is enjoyed by 
white citizens,” 


See Green vs. Kennedy 309 F. Supp 1127 (1970) 
(12) " Fifth Amendment due process clause did not permit 
federal government to act in aid of private racial 
discrimination in way which would be prohibited to 
States by Fourseenth Amendment, wheter or not it was 
purpose of federel statute or regulations to foster 
segegated schools. Civil Rights Act of 1964, #601, 4e 
U. 5S. C, A. 20004 U, S.C.A. Const. Amend 5, 14." 


See Huey vs, Barloge 277 F. Supp 564 (1967), 


(7) Neglect by state officials of their duty to take 
reasonalbe measures to protect oppressed from 
intimidation and violence used against them as part 
of a system of discrimination is, where officials 
have knowledg= ofuse of force by one class of persons 
against another, tantamount to discrimination by State 
officials themselves and theft neglect thus is 
"State Action" and is within ambit of Civil Rights 
Act 42 US.C.f 1985 ( 3) U. S.C. A. Const. Amend 14, 


(25) The Civil Rights Act is directed at the 
maladministrétion, neglect and disregard of laws 
by state and local officials, and has purpose of 
providing a federal remedy for deprivation of 
federally gutranteed rights 42 U.S.C.A #1983, 1985. 


See Educational Equality League vs. Tate 472 F. 2d 612. 


(6) Affirmations of good faith in making 
individual selections are jnsufficient to dispel 
prima facie case of systematic exclusion of Negroes 
hou. S.C. é. 1983. 


See Rev. Jackson vs, Statler Foundation 496 BP, 2d 623 (CA-2) 
4/5/74 
Tax-exemption of privste charitable foundation 
charged with iiscriminatory deniel of grant may 
confer "STATE ACTION" status sufficient to invoke 
Equal Protection Clause of 14th Amend, and Due 
|, Process Clause of Fifth. 
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See; 3ittker and Kaufman, Taxes and Civil Rights, 
Constitutionalizing, The Internal Revenue Code, 92 Yale 
Sl, (1972). 


King vs. Laborets 443 F, 2d 273. 


MeGlotten vs. Connal’y 238 F, gupp 448 (197@) (4) 


black American nas standing to challenge 4 system 


support and encourgement of segregated fraternal 
organization, " 


(11). The interne] Revenue Code does not allow deductions 
of contributions vo organizations which exclude nonwhites 


¢6 U.S.C. (I.R.C 1954) 4170 (c) (4) 501 
£055, 2106 (a) 2533; U.S.C.A Const Amend, 


That all of the founcations examined were Tax Exempt under 501 

C (3) OF thet. fh, C. 

That 10% of the foundations never conducted an election as 
required by law, Each of the foundations excluded Petttioner 
from being a cendida’e, e% to make nomin&tions or to vote because 
Petitioner is poor and black. Foundations illegal policy has 
created a Class for professional and wealthy white people. 


See Kapper v. Pontik«s L. W. 4003 (1973), Scheuwe 42 
$$- 4543 (1974), 
Shelly vs. Kramer 33! U.S 1, Whatley vs Clark 482 F, 


state statute thit restrict the exercise of right t 
t 


invalid under tie equal protection clause, unless it 
be shown that the »>urden imposed is necessary to promt 


4 compelling state intrest U. S. C. Const Amend 14." 


See Yanito vs. Barbe- 348 F. Supp 587 (1972) 

Jennings vs. Davis 476 F, 2d 1271 (1973) Generally, liability 
for negigence arises only from affirmative action but where one 
has an affirmative dity to act and he fails to act accordingly, 
he may be held liabl?> for his nonfeasance if his omission is 
unreasonable under circumstances. 


uO 1328 -¢- 


see JONES vs. Mayei  o. 392 U, S. 409 (1968) 

Harper vs. Kleindienst 362 F, Supp 742 

Brandenburg vs. Ohic 395 U, S, 444, NAACP vs. Butto 
415, Seales vs. U.S. 367 U. 8. 203 (1961) , Wasberry 
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Sande.» 376 U.S, i7 (1964), Peindexter ws, Le ducati 
Coam*s fer Needy Children 258 #, Supp 1528 (1968), 


Palkenstein v, Dept. of “eveaue 350 ] , Terry 
v, Adams 345 U.S. 461, Bet Jenes | ; « Connal 
3441 FP, Supp 277, Pennsylvania v, Board of Tru 
230 (1957), Norweed v, Narcisen 413 U.S, 455 
Reyes & Revenue 333 BP, Susp 662 (1971), Bright v, 
leenbarger 314 FP, ‘Bp LOSS (L970) 

Bemecvatic Organization 4 


The Commissioner «=f Internal Revenue Service, wae netif- 
ied, on November 24 19 


were practicing racial discrimisativ ig not 
receive a respense until after se 

were sent, then ever a yeas iates é = 4 
signed by S, B, Weife, Directer, Audit Division of 
Internal Revenue Service, stating that the Intersea) 
Revenue Service had re auther3 é imate racial 
discria inatien, referring to empleyweat, giving gran 
by erganizatiens they give Tax 


The Court held in Freedaan v, Mary : ) 
93 L, W. 4212 and several cases tiat feilew it, In 
Freedman, the Court invalidated previaiena ef Uarylaad 


censership regulations which required sutmisaiea af filnsa 
we 


jiand JSO U.S. Si 
fs -- : 


a 


te a beard ef consers unreetri: ted by Linits of time on 
the censers® deliberation, Tae teachin 
the cases that foliewed 4¢ in that an application fer 
fer a iicense er a permit te a pubi: ats resol yee 
prempti, and such reselutien be wade kioewn to the 
applicant, Such requirements are a dictate wf due 


process, The Chicage Park District officials “failed 
fullfill that duty and erred constitu 


Sixteen days pessed between the sub : ppiicat 


ioenally by so deing, 


for a permit and a veapoase fran © e h | £ 
efficir 2, The reasons fer the de; se ‘he 
cannet justify the tacdy cespeuse on any view st the facta 
“Sixteen days passed between the submigsies ef an 
application fer a permit and a creepamse “ 
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That United States Gevernment gives Oil Firms Depjetien 
allewance ef 22% in seve cases this ameunt te ever 

$3 billien, the Ceurt held in the case Burten v, 
Wilmingten 365 U.S, 715: 

“Shen federal funds are mingles with private funds the 
Gevernment becomes a jeint participant, in the eperatien 
ef the Business, and must ebey the Equal Pretectisn 
Clause ef the 14th Amendment te U, S, Caenstitutien,” 


The Ceurt held in Paragen Jewel Coal Ce v, 380 U. S. 024, 


“The purpese ef dipletien sllewance fer Federal Inceme 
Tax Purpese is te cempsenate ewner ef wasting mineral 


£ xh t in ti when 
SEE te et I page Lt oy get Dee Oh be 
capital assets remain unimpaired,” 


Petitiener ask this Ceurt te grant damages as indicated 
as fellews: 


“ AWARDING TO PLAINTIFF, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF . S, 
Constitution MONEY DAMAGES AGAINST DRFENDANT UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA FOR NOT PROVIDING PETITIONE BQUAL 
VOTING RIGHTS, AFTER BRING NOTIFIED THAT NEW YORK STATE 
WAS VIOLATING HE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION, 

MONEY DAMAGES POR LOSS IN WAGES FOR NOL BEING ABLE TO VOTE 
AND HOLD POSITION IN THE JUDICIAL BRANCH O# GOVERNMENT 
$1,250,000, AND PUNITIVB DAMAGES $6,000,000, 

AWARDING TO PLAINTIFF, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF 

42 USC 1983, MONEY DAMAGES AGAINST DEFENDANT NEW YORK 
STATE $1,200,000 AND PUNITIVE DAMAGES $8,000, 00C, 


AWARDING TO PLAINTIFF, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS GF 


42 USC 1983, MONBY DAMAGES AND U.S CONSTITUTIONAL PROVI- 


som FOR PATLURE IN UNITHD STATES OF AMBRICA, AGENT, 
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servants and empleyees enfercing,THE BXISTING uu; 3. 
CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS AND LAWS OF UNITED STATZS, WHICH 
AMOUM//TO UNITED STATBS GOVERNMENT PAYING THESB TAX EXEMPT 
FOUNDATIONS TO DISCRIMINATE AGAINST PLAINTIFF WAGES IN 


THE AMOUNT OF 10%, WHICH THB INTERNAL REVENUE WOULD MAVE 


COLLECTED IF ENFORCED RACIAL DISCRIMINATIONIN THE AMOUNT 


OF $3 BILLION AND PUNITIVE DAMAGES IN THE AMOUNT OF 

$10 BILLION, 

AWARDING TO PLAINTIFF, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF 

42 USC 1983, MONBY DAMAGES, POR GIVING TAX EXEMPT 
POUNDATION STATE ASSISTANCE IN THE WAY OF TAX BXEMPTION 
TO DISCRIMINATE AGAINST PETITIONER IN THE AMOUNT OF 
$1,000,000, AGAINST STATE OF NEW YORK, AND PUNITIVE 
DAMAGE IN THE AMOUNT OF $5,000,000, 

AWARDING TO PLAINTIFF, PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF U.S. 
CONSTITUTION MONBY DAMAGES, AGAINST UNITPD STATBS OF 
AMERICA, POR BECOMING PARTNER WITH OIL FIRMS, BY 
MINGLING PUBLIC FUNDS WITH PRIVATE PUNDS, BY GIVING 
DEPLETION ALLOWANCE TO PRIVATE OIL FIRMS, AND THEN 
ALLOWING IHBSE PIRMS TO BID AGAINST A POOR BLACK MAN, 
THAT UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT GIVES NOTHING, WHICH 
AMOUNTS TO UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT GIVING AWAY VALUABLE 
LANDS TG RICH OIL FIRMS AND DISCRIMINATING AGAINST 


PETITIONER, MONBY DAMAGES $25,000,000, AND PUNITIVE 


DAMAGES $150,000,000. 

AN AWARD OF MONEY DAMAGES TO THE PLAINTIFF PURSUANT TO 
U.S. CONSTITUTION AGAINST BOZH DEFENDANTS IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $45,000,000 and FOR PUNITIVE DAMAGES OF 
$25,000,000, 

TOTAL Veting Right damages against U,%.A. $7,250,000 
Tetal Veting Rights Damaces against N, Y.S, $9,200,000 
Tetal damages against U, S..‘. $13,252, 250,000, 


Tetal damages against N, Y. S. $85,200,000 


ec AACE SLANT A ERT 
Tetal $13,337,450,000 


C SION; 

That the court has jcisdictien net enly te consider 

the election ef Judge, wut the entire lawsuit, Defendant 
United States ef America, applied te the Ceurt fer 
Enlergement ef time te answer, 90 days was granted, The 
90 days was up in July 1974, United States ef America 
4id net file an answer and is in default, United States 
ef America, did file an affadivate in-eppesitien fer 
three-judge-ceurt, amd the District Ceurt censidered thei: 
argument ageinst injunction, The Ceurt has made a 
complete ruling by remaing silent in making ite Ordec 


and Decision ef March 28, 1975, This decisien gives 


the Ceurt ef Appeals jurisdictien te rule en the 


entire lawsuit, 


Petitioner has clearly shewn, that New Yerk State 
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Blection Laws are net equal. If yeu live in tewn er 


village, yeu can sit em the Judiciwl Branch ef Gevernnent 
ané ‘need net be a lawver, if you live in the City, yeu 
must graduste frea a recegnire law scheel, pass 3 day 

war examination, be »4uitted te practice law, and 


practice law fer 5 years before weing elgivie te sit 


en judicial wranch ef Gevecnment, 

Lawyers seeking a judicial pesitien en the ballet, are 
allewed te file their neminating petitiens in all 
recognized political parties and te be a candidate in 
each political party primary election, while nen-lawyers 


may enly file their nominating cetitiens in the enc party 


they are a member ef and can eniy vete in the ene party, 


in « primary electien, while lawyers name appears on 
each political party ballet. 
When ene is diacriminated against his Bleed Pressure 


increases t® a dangerous point that effects the kidneys, 
and results in shertening the life span, Hew such is 
ene day of life werth, twe days, week, month, year, 


Discriminatien alse deprives a person frem enjeying life 
as White people, Can we purchase one day ef life fer 
$13 billien e¢ $50 billien, or what price can a hife be 


wrought fer? The amount ef damages requested is 
reasonable, plus less in wages and less in income from the 
less in wages, That unless this Ceurt meves with a sledge 


hameer against United States ef America and the State of 
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New Yerk, racial discrimination will centinual te exist, 
Acticle 6 Sectien 20 and Article 6 Sectien 137 must be 
deciared un-censtitutiesnal, and all Judges elected in 
this state that has rendered a Judgment against Petitioner 
that the Judgment be declared mull and veid, and that 
the Judges elections be declared mull and veiéd, Order all 
Judicial pesitiens be up fer re-election, or appeintaent 
that if appeintments are made that ene half ef the Judges 
appeinted be nen-lawvers and live in a political 


district and te bar all present siting judge in the State 


Court name frem being placed on the ballet the first 


year, this will make all candidates seeking election 


en an equal basis, 


June 20, 1975 Respectfully submitted, 


Denald L, Jac&sen 


NE‘? YORK CONSTITUTION, ART. V § 20. 
TEM! YON SYS 


Tr 


{Judges and justices; gualifications; elicvibility for 
other office or service; restrictions. J § 20. a. No persun, 
other than onc who holds such office at the effective date 
of this article, may oosume the oftice of jucge of the court 


of appeals, justice of the supreme court, or judge of the 
court of cluims unless he has been admitted to practice 
Jaw in this state at Icast ten years. No person, other than 
one who holds such office at the effective date of this 
article, may assume the office of judge of the county court, 


surrogate’s court, family court, @ court for the city of 
New York established pursuant to section fifteen of this 
article, district court or city court outside the city of New 
York unless he has been admitted to practice law in this 
state ut Jeast five years or such greater nu nber of years as 
the legislature may determine. 
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